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Detailed Action 

Claims 1-21 are pending in this Office Action. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant’s arguments, filed 4/10/08, with respect to the rejection(s) of claim(s) 1-21 
under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) have been fully considered and are persuasive. Therefore, the rejection 
has been withdrawn. However, upon further consideration, a new ground(s) of rejection is made. 
See below. 



ApplicanCs invention as claimed : 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the basis 
for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by another filed 
in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent granted on an application for 
patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent, except that an 
international application filed under the treaty defined in section 351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this 
subsection of an application filed in the United States only if the international application designated the United 
States and was published under Article 21(2) of such treaty in the English language. 



Claims 1-9, 14-16, 20 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Publication No. 2002/120720 by Moir. 

Regarding claim 1, in a system having a plurality of devices (Moir: page 4, para 54), wherein a 
plurality of configuration elements are associated with the plurality of devices (Moir: page 4, 
para 54-55; each device has component parameters), a method for automated generation of 
executable modules associated with the devices (Moir: page 1, para 7; generating rule programs), 
the method comprising the steps of: 
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accessing information about one or more input configuration elements of the plurality of 
configuration elements (Moir: page 4, para 54-55; subcomponents, dependencies), wherein the 
one or more input configuration elements are associated with one or more input rules (Moir: 
page 4, para 56-page 5, para 58; rule files and operations file descript operations of components); 

determining which of the plurality of configuration elements could be accessed based on 
the one or more input rules (Moir: page 5, para 57-58; component behavior and constraint 
definitions); 

generating one or more output rules using at least the accessed information, the accessed 
configuration elements, and the input rules, wherein an output rule corresponds to one or more 
input configuration elements and wherein said one or more input rules comprise one or more 
executable statements (Moir: page 5, para 58; the rule program is derived by compiling the rule 
file and operations file); and 

generating at least one executable module adapted to access at least a given one of the 
input configuration elements and to trigger one or more of the output rules corresponding to the 
given input configuration element (Moir: page 5, para 60; binding the rule program to “process 
behavior definitions, labeled operations" for operation via a rule class). 

Regarding claim 2. The method of claim 1, wherein the one or more input configuration 
elements are described by one or more configuration classes (Moir: page 5, para 69- page 6, para 
70) and wherein the one or more input rules are described by one or more rule files (Moir: page 
5, para 57, 62). 

Regarding claim 3. The method of claim 1, wherein the step of determining which of the 
plurality of configuration elements could be accessed further comprises the step of determining 
read and write sets of configuration elements for a given one of the one or more rules (Moir: 
page 9, para 96-98; with overwriting; page 6, para 70; action for writing and predicate for reads). 

Regarding claim 4. The method of claim 3, wherein the step of determining read and write sets 
of configuration elements further comprises the step of determining for the given rule a call 
chain emanating from the given rule (Moir: page 8, continued rule file from page 7. The 
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component may have multiple operations with the same identifier but with different argument 
types; calling different operations). 

Regarding claim 5. The method of claim 4, wherein the step of determining for a given rule a call 
chain emanating from the rule further comprises the steps of determining whether the given rule 
accesses one or more items and determining whether one or more other configuration elements 
are accessed by the one or more items (Moir: page 8, continued rule file from page 7. invocation 
of an operation). 

Regarding claim 6. The method of claim 5, wherein the one or more items comprise one or more 
rules or one or more utility methods (Moir: page 5; para 60; number of rules; page 6, para 72; 
number of rules defined). 

Regarding claim 7. The method of claim 5, wherein the step of determining read and write sets 
of configuration elements further comprises the steps of determining whether the one or more 
items accesses one or more additional items and determining whether one or more additional 
configuration elements are accessed by the one or more additional items (Moir: page 8, 
continued rule file from page 7. invocation of more than operation with different arguments). 

Regarding claim 8. The method of claim 1, wherein the step of determining which of the 
plurality of configuration elements could be accessed further comprise the step of determining, 
for a given one of one or more configuration elements able to be accessed by an input rule, a set 
of instance chain accesses for the given configuration element (Moir: page 8, continued rule file 
from page 7. The component may have multiple operations with the same identifier but with 
different argument types; calling different operations). 

Regarding claim 9. The method of claim 8, wherein the given configuration element comprises a 
configuration element of a configuration class, wherein the given configuration element is 
another configuration class (Moir: page 6, para 72; number of rules defined within a rule file), 
and wherein the step of determining, for a given one of one or more configuration elements able 
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to be accessed by an input rule, a set of instance chain accesses for the given configuration 
element further comprises the step of determining every access for the other configuration class 
to other configuration elements (Moir: page 8, continued rule file from page 7. invocation of 
more than operation with different arguments). 

Regarding claim 14. The method of claim 1, wherein the at least one executable module is 
adapted to trigger the one or more output rules corresponding to the given input configuration 
element through deferred triggering of the one or more output rules (Moir: page 8; <operation> 
is similar to the definition in the spec that “deferred rules are invoked as a sequence, typically at 
the end of a configuration session”). 

Regarding claim 15. The method of claim 1, wherein the at least one executable module is 
adapted to trigger the one or more output rules corresponding to the given input configuration 
element through direct triggering of the one or more output rules (Moir: page 9, para 105). 

Regarding claim 16. The method of claim 1, wherein the at least one executable module is 
adapted to trigger the one or more output rules corresponding to the given input configuration 
element through batch triggering of the one or more output rules (Moir: page 8, continued rule 
file from page 7. batch of operations with the same identifier but with different argument types). 



Regarding claim 20. In a system having a plurality of devices (Moir: Fig. 12; page 4, para 54), 
wherein a plurality of configuration elements are associated with the plurality of devices (Moir: 
page 4, para 54-55; each device has component parameters), an apparatus for automated 
generation of executable modules associated with the devices (Moir: page 1, para 7; generating 
rule programs), the apparatus comprising: 

a memory (Moir: page 12, para 131); and 

at least one processor, coupled to the memory (Moir: page 12, para 131); 

the apparatus being operative: 
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to access information about one or more input configuration elements of the plurality of 
configuration elements (Moir: page 4, para 54-55; subcomponents, dependencies), wherein the 
one or more input configuration elements are associated with one or more input rules (Moir: 
page 4, para 56-page 5, para 58; rule files and operations file descript operations of components); 

to determine which of the plurality of configuration elements could be accessed based on 
the one or more input rules (Moir: page 5, para 57-58; component behavior and constraint 
definitions); 

to generate one or more output rules using at least the accessed information, the accessed 
configuration elements, and the input rules, wherein an output rule corresponds to one or more 
input configuration elements and wherein said one or more input rules comprise one or more 
executable statements (Moir: page 5, para 58; the rule program is derived by compiling the rule 
file and operations file); and 

to generate at least one executable module adapted to access at least a given one of the 
input configuration elements and to trigger one or more of the output rules corresponding to the 
given input configuration element (Moir: page 5, para 60; binding the rule program to “process 
behavior definitions, labeled operations" for operation via a rule class). 



Regarding claim 21 . An article of manufacture for use in a system having a plurality of devices 
(Moir: Fig. 12; page 4, para 54; page 12, para 131), wherein a plurality of configuration elements 
are associated with the plurality of devices (Moir: page 4, para 54-55; each device has 
component parameters), and for automated generation of executable modules associated with the 
device (Moir: page 1, para 7; generating rule programs), the article of manufacture comprising: 
a machine readable medium containing one or more programs which when executed 
implement the steps of (Moir: page 12, para 131): 

accessing information about one or more input configuration elements of the plurality of 
configuration elements (Moir: page 4, para 54-55; subcomponents, dependencies), wherein the 
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one or more input configuration elements are associated with one or more input rules (Moir: 
page 4, para 56-page 5, para 58; rule files and operations file descript operations of components); 

determining which of the plurality of configuration elements could be accessed based on 
the one or more input rules (Moir: page 5, para 57-58; component behavior and constraint 
definitions); 

generating one or more output rules using at least the accessed information, the accessed 
configuration elements, and the input rules, wherein an output rule corresponds to one or more 
input configuration elements and wherein said one or more input rules comprise one or more 
executable statements (Moir: page 5, para 58; the rule program is derived by compiling the rule 
file and operations file); and 

generating at least one executable module adapted to access at least a given one of the 
input configuration elements and to trigger one or more of the output rules corresponding to the 
given input configuration element (Moir: page 5, para 60; binding the rule program to “process 
behavior definitions, labeled operations" for operation via a rule class). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 10-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by U.S. 
Patent Publication No. 2002/120720 by Moir in view of U.S. Patent No. 2001/0047385 by 
Tuatini. 

Regarding claim 10. The Moir reference teaches the method of claim 1. 

The Moir reference fails to explicitly teach creating a class but does teach rule classes 
and creating an executable module and structured output files (Moir: page 5, para 60). 

However, the Tuatini reference teaches generating at least one class for a given one of the 
one or more output rules, the at least one class defining the at least one executable module 
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(Tuatini: page 8, para 84; page 11, para 108) in order to use a standardized high level language 
format allowing an easy and cost effective maintenance (Tuatini: page 1, para 4-5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to create the method of 
generating an executable module as taught by Moir to include class file as taught by Tuatini in 
order to use a standardized high level language format allowing an easy and cost effective 
maintenance (Tuatini: page 1, para 4-5). 

Regarding claim 1 1 . The method of claim 10, wherein the at least one class comprises one or 
more statements adapted to access at least one given configuration element that corresponds to 
the one or more output rules (Moir: page 8, para 75; rule program). 

Regarding claim 12. The method of claim 10, wherein each of the at least one classes comprises 
one or more methods adapted to access the at least one given configuration element (Moir: page 
8, para 75; op number). 

Regarding claim 13. The method of claim 12, wherein the access comprises reading, writing, or 
modifying the at least one given configuration element (Moir: page 9, para 96-98; with 
overwriting; page 6, para 70; action for writing and predicate for reads). 

Claims 17-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable by U.S. 
Patent Publication No. 2002/120720 by Moir in view of U.S. Patent No. 2003/0105838 by 
Presley. 

Regarding claim 17. The Moir reference teaches the method of claim 3, wherein the one or more 
output rules comprise two or more output rules (Moir: page 5, para 58). 

The Moir reference fails to teach performing a circularity check. 

However, the Presley reference teaches a method further comprises the step of 
performing a circularity check by determining dependency relationships between the two or 
more output rules and by determining whether a given one of the two or more output rules 
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depends upon itself (Presley: page 4, para 47) in order to provide reliable and predictable 
performance (Presley: page 1, para 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to create the method of claim 3 as taught by Moir to include determining dependency 
relationships in order to provide reliable and predictable performance (Presley: page 1, para 5). 

Regarding claim 18. The Moir reference teaches the method of claim 1. 

The Moir reference fails to teach range restriction. 

However, the Presley reference teaches, wherein the information further comprises at 
least one range restriction corresponding to the given input configuration element and wherein 
the at least one executable module is adapted to ensure that the at least one range restriction is 
met when the given configuration element accessed by the one or more triggered output rules is 
assigned a value (Prseley: page 4, para 52) in order to provide reliable and predictable 
performance (Presley: page 1, para 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to create the method of claim 3 as taught by Moir to include determining dependency 
relationships in order to provide reliable and predictable performance (Presley: page 1, para 5). 

Regarding claim 19. The Moir reference teaches the method of claim 1. 

The Moir reference fails to teach dependency integers. 

However, the Presley reference teaches information further comprises at least one 
referential integrity restriction corresponding to the given input configuration element and 
wherein the at least one executable module is further adapted to ensure that the at least one 
referential integrity restriction is met when the given configuration element is accessed by the 
one or more triggered output rules (Presley: page 4, para 53; referential integrity restriction 
specifies that a variable is dependent on the state of another variable) in order to provide reliable 
and predictable performance (Presley: page 1, para 5). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to create the method of claim 3 as taught by Moir to include determining dependency 
relationships in order to provide reliable and predictable performance (Presley: page 1, para 5). 
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REMARKS 

Applicant has filed a pre-appeal conference and the result of which is a second non-final 
office action. Applicant argues specific definitions of terms from the specification into the claim 
limitations. Thus the examiner will treat the claims although being defined as ‘generally’ and 
‘usually’ defined by the specification as limited to those definitions and arguments as presented 
in the response field 4/10/08. 



Prior Art 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant’s 
disclosure: 

U. S. Patent No. 7,185,192 issued to Kahn teaches a filtering system for accept or deny 
based on a set of rules (col. 3 lines 16-30 and col. 4; lines 30-55; master set of rules). 

U. S. Patent Publication No. 2004/0015571 issued to Miyazaki teaches monitoring and 
configuring device for network configuration (page 1, para 7-11). 

U. S. Patent No. 6,934,696 teaches an expert system for building logical rules for 
enforcement on a network (col. 8, lines 28-45). 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Benjamin R. Bruckart whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
3982. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00-5 :30PM. If attempts to reach the examiner 
by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner’s supervisor, Jeff Pwu can be reached on (571) 272- 
6798. The fax phone number for the organization where this application or proceeding is 
assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 

Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 

may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 

applications is available through Private P AI R only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 

like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Benjamin R Bruckart 

Examiner 

Art Unit 2146 
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Examiner, Art Unit 2146 

/Bunjob Jaroenchonwanit/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2152 




